AppL No. 10/066,793 
Reply to Office Action Dated Sept. 27, 2006 

REMARKS 

Claims 1-54 are pending in the application. Claims 1 5 14, 23, and 46 are 
independent. No new matter has been added by the amendments. Applicants respectfully 
request reconsideration of the present application. 

I. Allowable Subject Matter 

Applicant thanks the Examiner for indicating that claims 2, 3 and 9-13 would be 
allowable if rewritten to overcome the section 1 12 rejection and to include all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claim. As discussed below, the amendment 
to claim 1 obviates the rejection of claims 2, 3 and 9-13 under section 112. 

Applicant also thanks the Examiner for indicating that claims 1 4-22 would be 
allowable of rewritten to overcome the section 112. As discussed below, the amendment to 
claim 14 obviates the rejection of claims 14-22 under section 112. Thus, claims 14-22 are 
now in condition for allowance. 

II. Claim Objections 

Applicant thanks the Examiner for noticing the typographical errors in claims 1 , 8, 
14, and 22. The claims have been amended to fix the typographical errors 

III. Rejection of Claims 1-22 under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph 

Applicant has amended claims 1 and 14 such that the claims no longer recite ''about 
the same time." Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submits that the rejection is moot. 

IV. Rejection of Claims 1 and 4-8 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 

Claims 1 and 4-8 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Reynolds (US 7020888) in view of Ishiai (US 2002/0021708). Applicant respectfully 
disagrees. 

Claim 1 
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With respect to claim 1, claim 1 is patentable over Reynolds in view of Ishiai 
because neither reference, considered alone or in combination, teach or suggest all of the 
feature of claim 1 . For example, at the least, neither reference, considered alone or in 
combination, teach or suggest a "video subsystem [that] is configured to generate a video 
image specification based, at least in part, on pre-defined configuration data and information 
included in the trigger message, and is configured to generate the video image specification 
in response to receiving the trigger message," as is required by claim 1 . 

As the Office correctly notes, Reynolds does not teach or suggest this feature. 
However, the Office contends that Ishiai makes up for the deficient teachings of Reynolds. 
Applicant respectfully disagrees. 

Ishiai discloses a system for directly transmitting audio/video (AV) data (Lc^ a file 
containing AV data) from a first video server 1, which is controlled by a first computer 2, to 
a second video server 3, which is controlled by a second computer 4. See Ishiai figure 2 . 

As disclosed in Ishiai, computers 2 and 4 negotiate with each other to control the 
direct transfer of AV data from the first video server 1 to the second video server 3. In order 
to transfer AV data from video server 1 to video server 3, computer 2 communicates with 
computer 4, which controls video server 3. More specifically, computer 2 transmits a clip 
ID to computer 4. See Ishiai 0087 ("the information of the AV data which is transferred 
from the video server 1 to the video server 3 is notified from the computer apparatus 2 to the 
computer apparatus 4. "Clip" ... is similar to the AV data (AV file)."). 

While Ishiai discloses computer 2 sending to computer 4 a message that includes an 
identifier identifying selected AV data, nowhere does Ishiai teach or suggest that computer 4 
performs the step of "generating] a video image specification based, at least in part, on pre- 
defined configuration data and information included in the trigger message" in response to 
receiving the message from computer 2. Accordingly, even if we assume for the sake of 
argument that computer 2 disclosed in Ishiai is an audio subsystem and computer 4 disclosed 
in Ishiai is a video subsystem, Ishiai does not teach or suggest a "video subsystem [that] is 
configured to generate a video image specification based, at least in part, on pre-defined 
configuration data and information included in the trigger message, and is configured to 
generate the video image specification in response to receiving the trigger message," as is 
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required by claim 1. Thus, Ishiai does not make up for the deficient teachings of Reynolds. 
Applicant, therefore, respectfully requests that the rejection of claim 1 be withdrawn. 
Claim 4 

With respect to claim 4, claim 4 depends from claim 1 . Thus, the above remarks for 
claim 1 apply to claim 4. 

Furthermore, claim 4 requires that "the video image specification comprises a visual 
media asset identifier." This feature is neither taught nor suggested by either Reynolds or 
Ishiai. In rejecting claim 4, the Office does not even specifically allege that any of Reynolds 
or Ishiai teach or suggest a video image specification, let alone a "video image specification 
[that] comprises a visual media asset identifier," as required by claim 4. Rather, the Office 
merely states, 

the combination of Reynolds and Ishiai further teaches that 
the provided audio/video data associated with clip ID, title, 
description, and duration from one server to another, and 
the retrieved or processed audio/video data is transmitted to 
receiver from the delivery system, wherein each stream 
record includes a unique ID, media type, each depend 
streams having a unique stream ID which is required to 
access/use the stream, etc. (see Reynolds: col. 7, lines 14- 
54 and figures 1-2; Ishiai: 0073). 

Office Action , page 5. 

Accordingly, the Office has not set forth a prima facie case of obviousness because 
the Office does not allege that either reference teaches or suggests the feature of claim 4. 
The reason the Office does not allege that either reference discloses the feature of claim 4 is 
clear to the Applicant. Neither Reynolds nor Ishiai teach or suggest the feature. Applicant, 
therefore, respectfully requests that the rejection of claim 4 be withdrawn. 

Claim 5 

With respect to claim 5, claim 5 depends from claim 4. Thus, the above remarks for 
claims 1 and 4 apply to claim 5. 

Furthermore, claim 5 requires that "the second transmission system is configured to 
retrieve from the storage unit the visual media asset identified by the visual media asset 
identifier and use the visual media asset in generating the video image after receiving the 
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video image specification." This feature is neither taught nor suggested by either Reynolds 

or Ishiai. In rejecting claim 5, the Office does not even specifically allege that any of 

Reynolds or Ishiai teach or suggest this feature. Rather, the Office merely states, 

the combination of Reynolds and Ishiai further teaches that 
the provided audio/video data associated with clip ID, title, 
description, and duration from one server to another, and 
the retrieved or processed audio/video data is transmitted to 
receiver from the delivery system, wherein each stream 
record includes a unique ID, media type, each depend 
streams having a unique stream ID which is required to 
access/use the stream, etc. (see Reynolds: col. 7, lines 14- 
54 and figures 1-2; Ishiai: 0073). 

Office Action , page 5. 

Accordingly, the Office has not set forth a prima facie case of obviousness. 
Applicant, therefore, respectfully requests that the rejection of claim 5 be withdrawn. 

Claim 6 

With respect to claim 6, claim 6 depends from claim 1 . Thus, the above remarks for 
claim 1 apply to claim 6. 

Furthermore, claim 6 requires that "the pre-defined configuration data comprises a 

plurality of identifiers . . . and associates a set of visual media asset identifiers with each of 

the plurality of identifiers." This feature is neither taught nor suggested by either Reynolds 

or Ishiai. In rejecting claim 6, the Office does not even specifically allege that any of 

Reynolds or Ishiai teach or suggest the features of claim 6. Rather, the Office merely states, 

the combination of Reynolds and Ishiai further teaches that 
the provided audio/video data associated with clip ID, title, 
description, and duration from one server to another, and 
the retrieved or processed audio/video data is transmitted to 
receiver from the delivery system, wherein each stream 
record includes a unique ID, media type, each depend 
streams having a unique stream ID which is required to 
access/use the stream, etc. (see Reynolds: col. 7, lines 14- 
54 and figures 1-2; Ishiai: 0073). 

Office Action , page 5. 

Accordingly, the Office has not set forth a prima facie case of obviousness. 
Applicant, therefore, respectfully requests that the rejection of claim 6 be withdrawn. 
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Claims 7 and 8 

With respect to claims 7 and 8, these claims depend from claims 1 and 6. Thus, the 
above remarks for claims 1 and 6 apply to claims 7 and 8. 

V, Rejections of Claim 23 under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) 

Claim 23 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Schrader 
(US 20030023975). Schrader has an actual filing date of June 28, 2002 5 which is after the 
actual filing date of the present application. However, Schrader is a continuation-in-part of 
U.S. Pat. Application No. 09/903,973 (the '973 application), which published as 
US2002/0157099 and has a filing date of July 12, 2001, which is before the actual filing date 
of the present application. Accordingly, subject matter disclosed in Schrader anticipates 
claim 23 if, and only if, the subject matter is also disclosed in the '973 application. 

In rejecting claim 23 as being anticipated by Schrader, the Office relies on the 
following paragraphs of Schrader: 0046-0049, 0098, and 0109. Applicant respectfully 
submits that the subject matter disclosed in paragraphs 0046-0049, 0098, and 0109 of 
Schrader is not found in the 6 973 application. Thus, this subject matter can not be used to 
invalidate claim 23 because it is not 102(e) prior art. 

Paragraphs 0046-0049 describe features of a "Music Content Aggregator 402(4)." 
Applicant has reviewed the '973 application and could find no discussion of the Music 
Content Aggregator or any similar component, let alone even any mention of the existence 
of a "Music Content Aggregator." 

Paragraph 0098 describes a "navigation screen 1000," which is reproduced below for 
the convenience of the Examiner. 
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1000 



1022 

UWmateTUmUSlc 




MTV Making the video: Snoop Oogg 
MTV2 ArtisTs Favorites; Wooy 
VHt Behind me Music: Duran Ojran 
BET Hci ft$B videos 
MUCH MUSIC Rock Stocks 
CMT Country Countdown 
New Releases Backstree: Boys • 'Snspe.. 
R & B Hits Destln/s Ch8d - 'Say My Na.„ 
Dance Madonna - "Music" 



^L^ock/Pop Red Hot Chi Pepper 



Hit List BcKney Spears - "Oops. I da it ... 
'80s Td Tuesday * 'Voices Carry" 
Today's Country Faith Hgj : *WhafS in jU 



1002 



Rock/Pop 

Song; How Strong 

Artist: 

Red Hot Chili Peppers 
CD: Othersido 
Year; 2000 



-1020 



1024 



FIG. 10 



Applicant has reviewed the '973 application and could not find any drawing that contains a 
navigation screen identical to the one shown above. The closest the '973 application comes 
to disclosing a navigation screen similar to the one shown above is the navigation screen 
shown in FIG. 16, which is reproduced below/ 
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-1700 



1/16 »~ 



\722 



MUSIC HOME 



ON NOW 



K ; 



ON LATER 
MUSICSHOVVS* 



WISH LIST [" ' CHARTS T DIM SCREEN 



_MTV; MTV News a! the GrSmmys 
Music Videos - marfomia 
_VH1: Music Vteos^SmaS 
CMT: Non-Stop County - Faith HOI 
MUSIC CHANNELS " 



Soft Album Mix - In the Air Tonight 



R & B Hits -MyLovW 
- Jump 



J^ock Hits . 
Metal - Saliva - 112 Intro 
Rap - Mama Sa$rl Knock You Out 



Hit List: jSavage Garden^ 
Soft Rock- Shambaln ~ 
Classic Rock--6effp Purple^-Sn^ke*6rr 

. . < The vyatc/ _ 

/Q's - Stairway to Heaven 

Jsasy Listening - Pretty Woman 



1710 



V \ 



More Info 



Buy 
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FIG. 16 



The above navigation screen is described at paragraph 0105 of the '973 application, which is 

reproduced below. 

[0105] Similarly, the invention also has applicability 
to television programming other than sports 
programming. For example, the invention may also be 
deployed in the context of music, movies and news 
selections. FIG. 17 [sic] illustrates a user interface 
1700 for navigating music entertainment programs 
according to another embodiment of the invention. This 
embodiment is particularly suited to output stereo 
sound to the audio system 126 shown in FIG. 5. In this 
embodiment, a navigation guide includes a program 
viewing window 1710, a navigation guide area 1716, and 
a coarse navigation area 1718 presenting a listing of 
types of music programs. While these programs in some 
instances are currently offered as television 
programs, they may also include digital radio 
programs. Thus, the navigation guide area presents 
currently available music television channels and 
provides in-progress information such as what video is 
currently playing, such as a "VHl: Music Videos-- 
Santana" offering 1722. Optionally, the navigation 
guide area also presents currently available digital 
radio programs such as a "Classic Rock" offering 1724 
and lists real-time information such as what song is 
currently being played on a specific channel. As with 
the above embodiments, the display may also be used to 
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present tunable Alerts. Other Alerts are used to 
invoke particular actions by the client system. 

Paragraph 0105 of the '973 application does not disclose all of the features of claim 23. For 
example, there is no mention of a "a data structure that associates one or more of the 
plurality of video images with the selected sound recording, wherein at least one of the one 
or more video images that are associated with the selected sound recording is associated with 
a time duration," as recited in claim 23. 

Lastly, like paragraphs 0046-0049, paragraph 0109 of Schrader describes features of 
the Music Content Aggregator. As discussed above, the '973 application does not describe, 
let alone even mention, a "Music Content Aggregator." 

Accordingly, applicant respectfully submits that the subject matter disclosed in 
paragraphs 0046-0049, 0098, and 0109 of Schrader is not found in the '973 application. 
Thus, even if we assume for the sake of argument that the subject matter of paragraphs 0046- 
0049, 0098, and 0109 of Schrader anticipates claim 23 (it does not), the subject matter can 
not be used to invalidate claim 23 because it is not 102(e) prior art. Applicant, therefore, 
respectfully requests that the rejection of claim 23 be withdrawn. 

VI. New Claims 

New dependent claims 24-45 are added. Claims 24-45 depend from claim 23. 
New independent claim 46 is added. Claim 46 is believed to be patentable in view of 
the prior art because the prior art does not teach or suggest all of the features of claim 46. 

CONCLUSION 

All of the stated grounds of objection and rejection have been properly traversed, 
accommodated, or rendered moot. Applicants therefore respectfully request that the 
Examiner reconsider all presently outstanding objections and rejections, and that they be 
withdrawn. Applicants believe that a full and complete reply has been made to the 
outstanding Office Action and, as such, the present application is in condition for allowance. 
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If the Examiner believes, for any reason, that personal communication will expedite 
prosecution of this application, the Examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned at the 
number provided. 



RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED, 


NAME AND 
REG NUMBER 


Brian Rosenbloom, 
Registration No.: 41,276 


SIGNATURE 




/7-/2.C/C C 


Address 


Rothwell, Figg, Ernst & Manbeck 
Suite 800, 1425 K Street, N.W. 


City 


Washington 


State 


D.C. 


Zip Code 


20005 


Country 


U.S.A. 


Telephone 


202-783-6040 


Fax 


202-783-6031 
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